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PER CURI AM

Arthur WIllians appeals the district court’s order denying
reconsideration of its order dismssing his claimfiled under 42
US CA 8 1983 (West 1994 & Supp. 2000) as frivolous. A notion
for reconsideration under Rule 60(b) does not bring up for review
the nerits of the underlying substantive judgnent, nor does it tol
the period for filing an appeal of the underlying judgnment. See

Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434 U S. 257, 263 n.7,

264- 65, 268-69 (1978).

Because Wllianms did not file his Rule 60(b) notion within ten
days of the district court’s order dism ssing his § 1983 conpl ai nt,
entered on Cctober 24, 2000, the tinme period for filing his appeal
of that order was not tolled. See Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(4). The
time limt for filing an appeal in this case was thirty days. See
Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1)(A). Therefore, WIlians’ appeal, filed on
March 20, 2001, isonly tinely as to the district court’s denial of
hi s subsequent notion for reconsideration on March 14, 2001." This
court reviews a denial of a Rule 60(b) notion for abuse of discre-

tion. See NOW v. peration Rescue, 47 F.3d 667, 669 (4th Cr.

1995) .

"W note that WIlians’ notice of appeal does not nention the
underlying order, but only the court’s order denying reconsid-
eration. See Fed. R App. P. 3(¢c)(1)(B).



We have reviewed the record and conclude that the district
court’s denial of WIllians’ notion for reconsideration did not con-
stitute an abuse of discretion. Accordingly, we affirmon the rea-
soning of the district court. We dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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